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REMARKS 

Claims 1.-8 are pending. Claims 1 and 5 are the only independent claims. 

Claims 1-8 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C § 103 over U.S. Patent 6,493,379 
{ anahm m \ k\\ ut L' ^ Pate-; - : 4 333 i\ i>ayakawa et al) and further in view of U.S. 
Patent Publication No. 2001/0019952 (Ishida). Applicant traverses. 

Independent claim 1 recites, inter alia, a first step of adaptive!)/ updating 
t it nn u , s ru'nn \ <. ' ^'hmpO'U dingo 

signals received by die respective antenna elements and an error signal obtained from the 
i red sis e - 1 he transm • ti and a second step 

of correcting the antenna weight obtained m the first step using a direction vector to 
maintain a correlation between the antenna weight and the direction vector constant. 

It was conceded in the Office Action that neither Tanaka nor Kobayakavva teach 
the recited constraint process. In fact rather that use the recited MMSE control, 
K x ! ! X m Office Action relied uf on Ishk 5 is 

alleged!} \ v' Of p v ^ o l! \ 1 iti g a eig f based o minimum 

i v v i tcHioI according to signals received by the respect! ve 

antenna elements and an error signal obtained from the desired signal corrected based on 
the transmission channel estimation, and moreover took the position that it would have 
been obvious to combine the teachings of ishida with those of Tanaka and Kobayakavva to 
meet the features int ; J ns \ "v v. t dis ?rees 

In pre s res ses, Applka as pointed o tno 1< ' 
reason, as required by the Supreme Court in A'SR, was provided in the Office Action or in 
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Vdvis cti< to why one of ore 1 3 h 

»'i'r\,Vf Kvb ua^ma mlbo mannc ^ < -> >s< < : fh Oil ice A" m 

The present Office Action, purports to augment the previous Actions with 
additional "reasons" or motivations to combine. However, as will be developed below, no 

son-- \ t i ; 1 ^ ^ i.su ti x'ii-d^ip i 

Kobayakawa. In fact the only reason set forth for combining the various elements of the 
prior art with one another are so that when so combined, they meet all of the claim 
I proper. 

In particular,, at page 2 of the Office Action, the Examiner states that 

ens g tlx eh of fshida and Koba) akawa is 

to implement the MMSE method oflshida to update antenna weight in. order for 
the base station to correctly separate and extract information signal sent from 
each mobile station. With this information signal, the base station would be 
able to suitably direct the directivity antenna pattern to each mobile station to 
ensure good transmission quality as taught by [Ishidal." (Emphasis supplied). 

However, it is not sufficient to state that the reason for making a modification is 
so that you will have made the modification. 

(he reason a ven foi t fi i e MMS 

method of ishida" in the combination of references. However, the reason required to 
import a omfb :> c t -t I 1 ] t N i n i < 

references must be changed, must be a reason why one of ordinary skill in the art would 
actually make the modification to the reference to be changed. 
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In this case, a reason would have to have been provided for changing the 

f ' o eh uses the DCMP a o n 

that of the Ishida reference, which uses the bhvlSE method. 

With regard to the phrase "to suitably direct the directivity antenna pattern to 
each ' ioh? e <at\ n e^jtai^ t - "-^ fi ) hi da , iOiLec 

kction at page ), whib < IS sv r t 1 > - < y capable 0 
directivity antenna pattern, this fact does not constitute a ? ?scw to mat ' > 

least because this function is already performed, using the DCMP algorithm, by 
Kobayakawa. 

Because the proposed combination requires a modification of Kobayakawa, the 
Examiner is not simply required to show why one of ordinary skill in the art would have 
! naka, Kol < i t <aminer m >roviat n why out 

of ordinary skill in the art would have combined them, and also changed the principle of 
operation of Kobayakawa in the process. Thus, it. is not sufficient for this purpose to 
provide a reason as to why one might have used the MMSE method; it is required that a 
reason be provided for why it would have been obvious to combine the three references,, 
an < an-o dir. o;> 5 v h< a from a system that uses the DCMP algorithm to one that 

uses the MMS! m< 

\lc)ieo\* i s v ■> i > i n , < l uulc uJ 

one of ordinary skill in the art to make the change. For at least the foregoing reasons, the 
comb reference prop* 1 i i ? e 

-in \ - u ( mi "> s b r ■>■><<. C i ,l e di' < , 

Vppe, : ' > o. d o \ . 2 > r 
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! { st this reason idependt claim. 1 i relieved deai >au >le 

over the cited refet 1< 1 < 5 recites a s d is belie 

patentable for at least the reasons discussed above? in connection with independent claim L 

The other claims in this application are each dependent from one or another of 
one] k! m v ) us dif*u:vw abov\ and an { e be] d 

reasons. Since each dependent claim is also deemed to define an additional aspect of the 
invention, however, the individual reconsideration of the patentability of each on its own 
merits is respectfully requested,. 

In view of the above remarks., Applicant respectfully requests favorable 
reconsideration and early passage to issue of the present application. 

Dated: February 19, 2009 Respectfully submitted, 

By ^JJ^L£6...&$t:^... 

k-eph W 1-hn;u^a 

R^istrarion No 38,586 
DICtkSTFJ'N SHAPIRO LLP 
1177 Avenue of the Americas 
41st Floor 

New York, New York 10036-27X4 
(21.2) 277-6500 
Attorney for Applicant 
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